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The objective of this study is to compare the comprehensiveness of the television 
collections of a traditional archive, the Library of Congress Online Catalog, and video-
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comparing three collections that have not been empirically studied before.  
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Introduction 
Television has an important role in Americans’ lives; it informs and entertains 
them through breaking news coverage (the fall of the Twin Towers on September 11, 
2001), sensational performances (Janet Jackson’s Super Bowl wardrobe malfunction), 
humorous skits (Lucy battling the chocolate conveyer belt on I Love Lucy), and 
cliffhangers that leave the viewers waiting for months to hear the next phase of a plot 
(who shot J.R. on Dallas). Television programs contain audio and video that document 
U.S. culture and history, and have given Americans memories of both historical and 
amusing moments.  
In the past, when people wanted to see old television shows, they had to visit an 
archive or library that held the physical copies of the programs. Archival scholars (Gracy, 
2007; Hilderbrand, 2007) describe these institutions, like the Library of Congress, as 
traditional archives because an exclusive group of people is in the powerful position of 
deciding which materials—in this case, television programming—should be preserved. 
Some argue curators do not represent the entire population’s interests, causing archives to 
preserve the curators’ tastes rather than those of every member of society (Flinn, 2007; 
Jimerson, 2003; Lloyd, 2007).  However, the development of high-speed Internet and 
better technologies is allowing anyone with access to the Internet the power to curate 
their own television collections by (usually illegally) uploading television episodes to 
websites like YouTube and the Internet Archive for others to access. YouTube and the 
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Internet Archive are video-sharing websites that give nearly everyone the power to decide 
what should be preserved (Lloyd, 2007; McKee, 2011).  
With dissimilar types of people curating traditional archives, YouTube and the 
Internet Archive, the collections are bound to be different. The appraisal process is a 
social construct where the curators bring their own ideas and perceptions of history and 
culture when deciding which records are important enough to keep (Schaeffer, 1992). In 
addition to appraising, archives also describe their content for others to search for and 
retrieve it, and depending on the archivists’ background and knowledge, the type of 
information they provide can vary (Rosenzweig, 2006). Thus, the types of materials and 
their descriptions in the traditional repositories and video-sharing websites can differ as 
varying people control the collections.   
Video-sharing websites like YouTube—a for-profit website with videos of 
entertainment and historical value—and the Internet Archive—a nonprofit website that 
archives websites, books, moving images like television programming, and more—are 
frequently used by the general public. Each month, one billion people visit YouTube and 
watch six billion hours of video, while on the Internet Archive, there are nearly two 
million registered users, and between 1,000 to 2,000 posts each month (Internet Archive, 
2014; YouTube, n.d.). Due to these websites’ popularity and the opportunities they 
provide the public to curate moving image collections, it was once predicted that the 
traditional repositories with exclusive groups of curators would eventually no longer be 
necessary (Edwards, 2004; Gracy, 2007; Hilderbrand, 2007).  
Since the number of YouTube and Internet Archive users and materials in these 
websites are increasing, it is important to analyze their collections to not only better 
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understand how video-sharing websites compare to each other, but also how they 
compare to traditional archives. Comparing the collections can provide insight into what 
types of materials the general public and traditional archivists are interested in curating 
and viewing, as well as see if the collections hold diverse materials. This paper will 
analyze this issue by answering the following questions: 
Research Questions 
1. Which television genres are accessible in the Library of Congress Online Catalog, 
YouTube, and the Internet Archive? 
2. Which decades of television are accessible in the Library of Congress Online 
Catalog, YouTube, and the Internet Archive? 
3. What are the types of descriptions applied to television shows in the Library of 
Congress Online Catalog, YouTube, and the Internet Archive? 
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Literature Review 
 The Library of Congress, YouTube, and the Internet Archive are three different 
institutions and websites that have collections of U.S. television shows. Each 
organization gives different types of people the power to build and maintain the 
collections, which affects the types of television programs that are included in the 
collections and their descriptions. The Library of Congress is a traditional archive, run by 
archivists who represent the elite and have the training and power to appraise records. On 
the other hand, sites like YouTube and the Internet Archive give anyone with access and 
ability—including people from marginalized groups—the power to build and preserve 
collections.  
Power in Archives and Archivists 
Archives and archivists are powerful institutions and people because they 
determine what should be preserved as part of our histories. Archives hold artifacts and 
documents that represent a memory created by people from a certain time and place. 
Archival power lies in the appraisal process of determining which documents capture the 
essence of a society and are significant enough for preservation (Flinn, 2007; Jimerson, 
2003; Lloyd, 2007). 
Until the 1960s, archival records were mostly of elite males because, among many 
factors, they were the dominant group in society, ran the archives, had the tools and skills 
to create records, and had influence over institutions. Since archivists “actively mediate 
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and shape the archival record” (Jimerson, 2003, p. 92), the dominant groups in charge of 
the repositories were in the position to determine the value of records from their point of 
view, leaving out the opinions of other society members (Haskins, 2007; Lloyd, 2007). 
Schaeffer (1992) writes, while archivists strive to be as neutral and authentic as possible, 
they will always assess records from their own point of view as the archivists’ knowledge 
and the values they draw upon during appraisal are socially conditioned through life 
experiences, education, and occupation. Due to gaps in the archivist’s experiences and 
knowledge of every social group, the archivist is not able to “preserve a complete 
representation of the record of humankind” (Schaeffer, 1992, p. 619). While archivists 
may learn about societies and cultures unfamiliar to them, they will always bring biases 
to their appraisal decisions and may not be able to build collections that represent 
everyone. 
Community and Democratic Digital Archives 
As archivists and scholars recognized repositories’ biases towards the dominant 
groups, there has been a need to create different archives that preserve the voices of those 
who are not elite. Recent literature that compares the archives that are run by an elite 
group of people to newer repositories that allow nearly anyone to build archives label the 
older archives as “traditional” and “mainstream” (Flinn, 2007; Gracy, 2007). Traditional 
repositories, which in terms of curating a collection, mean stakeholders and people with 
credentials like a master’s degree in archives management determine which items should 
be preserved (Gracy, 2007). With traditional archives lacking the representation of all 
social groups, smaller repositories known as community archives as well as democratic 
digital archives allow nearly anyone to have the power to build collections. 
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Community Archives 
Community archives are defined as “collections of material gathered primarily by 
members of a given community and over whose use community members exercise some 
level of control” (Flinn, Stevens, & Shepherd, 2009, p. 73). Flinn (2007), who studies 
community archives primarily in the United Kingdom (U.K.), describes “community” as 
a group who define themselves on the basis of locality, culture, ethnicity, faith, sexuality, 
occupation, or other shared identity or interest, but most community archives tend to have 
a local focus (Flinn, 2007, p. 153). Examples of community archives include independent 
archives and libraries, oral history projects, local heritage groups, and community 
museums (Flinn, 2007; Flinn, Stevens, & Shepherd, 2009).  
According to Flinn, Stevens, and Shepherd (2009), for many, establishing a 
community archive is a form of activism that addresses the issue that the privileged is 
preserved while the marginalized is not. Traditional archives give the dominant groups 
the power to maintain archives, but community archives are grassroots activities that rely 
on community participation and members having control and ownership of the project. 
They can document and accessibly make “the history of their particular group and/or 
locality on their own terms” (Flinn, Stevens, & Shepherd, 2009, p. 73, emphasis in 
original).  
The concept of community archives is not new. Flinn (2007) found U.K 
community archives have roots in the antiquarianism of the 17th and 19th centuries, and 
local history groups of the 20th century. In the U.K., community archives began to form 
between the 1960s and 1980s: working-class community archives were founded in the 
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1960s, women’s archives were founded in the 1970s, and black and LGBT archives were 
founded in the 1980s.  
Today, the number of community archives in the U.K. has grown to about 3,000, 
with about 1 million participants, and they are beginning to be accepted by traditional 
archives (Flinn, 2007). The number of community archives has been increasing because 
of new technologies like high-speed Internet and high-quality cameras, interest in 
individual and family history, communities going through change, growth in the 
availability of project funding for community heritage activities, and the impact of 
migration and having an identity that is marginalized or ignored (Flinn, 2007, p. 159; 
Flinn, Stevens, & Shepherd 2009, p. 74). In the past 20 years, many community archives 
have moved to the web, allowing members to communicate electronically and house 
collections in a virtual space.  
Democratic Digital Archives 
Similar to the community archives are the “democratic digital archives.” This type 
of archive is usually a website that allows nearly anyone with access to the archive’s 
website to use the Internet to add, edit, and delete information in the archive. Like 
community archives, democratic digital archives are places where marginalized people 
can have their voices heard and challenge the experts at the traditional archives by 
appraising artifacts and building and maintaining collections (Gracy, 2007; Lloyd, 2007). 
However, while a community archive is usually focused on a singular group of people 
who share a similar identity or interest, the democratic digital archive is not always 
exclusive to a singular community because it can be open to various groups of people at 
once, or be individualistic by allowing one person to build and maintain his/her own 
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collection. The Internet is a popular medium for democratic archives because it is 
participatory in nature, allowing for collaboration among designers and users, and anyone 
with access to the website can build and share their collections (Gracy, 2007; Haskins, 
2007; Hilderbrand, 2007; McKee, 2011; Rosenzweig, 2006). 
Popular History versus Professional History 
The main distinction between the traditional archive and the democratic digital 
archive is the traditional repository employs a limited number of archivists who are 
usually historians or experts in a specific subject area to select the collections. On the 
other hand, amateurs who do not necessarily have experience and a background in 
archives and history can control the democratic archives, allowing for a greater number 
of people to be involved in this archive than the traditional institutions.  
A difference between these two groups of people is their view on history. The 
traditional archivists and historians tend to submit to professional history while the 
general public aligns more with popular history. Professional history involves “a deep 
acquaintance with a wide variety of already published narratives and an ability to 
synthesize those narratives (and facts) coherently” (Rosenzweig, 2006, p. 141). On the 
other hand, popular history is more interested in obscure facts, curious and amusing 
details, organizing facts, creating lists, and current history (Rosenzweig, 2006).  
When Rosenzweig (2006) compared the user-generated encyclopedia Wikipedia 
to the well-established and authoritative Encyclopedia Britannica and Microsoft’s 
Encarta, he found that Wikipedia entries slant to popular history. Wikipedia articles tend 
to have amusing details, lists of facts, and be written more anecdotally than professional 
history. Wikipedia entries are also more current than professional history. Articles can be 
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updated instantly and can capture news the same day it occurred, such as an entry on the 
2004 Indian Ocean tsunami which was written within hours from when it occurred. Thus, 
if comparing traditional repositories to archives curated by the general public, it is 
expected that the collections will be different because not only are people from various 
social groups building the collections, but more specifically, one type of institution aligns 
more with professional history, while the other is more concerned with popular history.  
Moving Image Archives and Websites 
With a variety traditional archives and websites with content that rivals 
mainstream archives in existence, there is a multitude of ways to compare these groups 
against each other. One method is to look exclusively at moving image archives like the 
Library of Congress, and video-sharing websites like YouTube and the Internet Archive 
by focusing on television programming.  
Library of Congress Online Catalog 
One traditional repository that stores television materials is the Library of 
Congress, which has over 20,000 television programs dating back to 1949. However, due 
to its large collection, there is not enough staff to enter its entire collection into the online 
catalog. Additionally, the collection is not easily accessible as the Library follows 
copyright laws and makes few programs available for online viewing, and those who 
wish to view its collection must have motives for dissertation, publication, and 
film/television research; thus, the collection is not open for viewing pleasure (Library of 
Congress, 2012). Furthermore, while the Library of Congress may have a wealth of 
television programs, the archive does not have all the television programs ever made. 
One reason for this is that past curators failed to see the “historical and social significance 
  10 
of the full range of television programming.” This caused them to only acquire a few 
television programs produced before the mid-1960s. For example, the curators only 
accessioned one episode of the illustrious series The Honeymooners into its collection as 
they did not see the significance of comedy programs; however, multiple episodes of The 
Honeymooners is available in the archive through a DVD collection (Library of 
Congress, 2010, para. “Acquisition Practices”). 
YouTube 
YouTube is a website where nearly anyone with an account to the site can post 
videos of rare, ephemeral, and elusive content for everyone to view1. Created in 2005, 
YouTube quickly became a popular video-sharing website thanks to the site’s easy-to-use 
interface and the users’ increased access to high-speed Internet and high-quality 
technologies. One billion people visit YouTube each month, where they watch six billion 
hours of video (YouTube, n.d.). Videos posted on YouTube include home videos, 
television excerpts, movie trailers, commercials, highlights from television history, and 
more (Hilderbrand, 2007, p. 48). YouTube affords the general public the ability to post 
videos they believe are important enough for others to see, and users can create 
“playlists” to build their own video collections. More recently, corporations have begun 
to post videos on YouTube for marketing purposes, making the website’s content 
generated by both individuals and large organizations. However, YouTube is not a 
reliable website for video under copyright because when users illegally post videos that 
are under someone else’s ownership, YouTube may remove them (Hilderbrand, 2007). 
A few papers that discussed YouTube’s role in accessing older video were 
published in 2007, one year after YouTube was acquired by media giant Google. Gracy 
(2007) questions the exclusive nature of curatorial practices at traditional archives while 
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discussing it in the context of moving image archiving. As Gracy witnessed the 
popularity of YouTube and the now defunct Google Video booming in 2007, she 
wondered what implications these websites might have for traditional cultural heritage 
communities like video repositories. She discusses how YouTube’s users are involved in 
creating the archive with new creative works or public speech acts, and how YouTube 
and other moving image archives document and facilitate social discourse. Gracy does 
not compare the collections themselves, but instead looks at how YouTube’s collection 
that is curated by the public may change the social order among the exclusive curators at 
traditional archives. Gracy says that because YouTube is developed by individuals and 
organizations, stewardship and exclusivity in archiving may no longer be necessary as 
everyone now has the power and interest to create their own moving image collections.  
Also written in 2007 is Hilderbrand’s paper that examines the cultural memories 
YouTube contains and how issues of copyright can lead to erasing memories. 
Hilderbrand discusses how “YouTube allows users to seek out the media texts that have 
shaped them and that would otherwise be forgotten in ‘objective’ histories” (Hilderbrand, 
2007, p. 50). According to Hilderbrand, YouTube allows the public to access cultural 
memory, including video that traditional archives may not be interested in preserving. 
Like Gracy, Hilderbrand’s paper discusses the types of clips on YouTube are of 
importance to the site’s users, and contain entertainment and historical value. 
Four years after these articles were published, McKee (2011) compared how 
experts and amateurs carry out the curatorial practices of accessioning and cataloging by 
analyzing YouTube and the Australian National Film and Sound Archive (NFSA). 
McKee performed a study that compares YouTube to the traditional archive of the NFSA 
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by assessing what types of television programs are in the two collections. From August to 
September of 2009, McKee visited both the NFSA’s online catalog and YouTube to find 
program material from a list of 17 great Australian television moments. McKee (2011) 
used moments as opposed to an entire television series or episode because “[p]opular 
memories of television tend to be organized around such ‘moments’” (p. 156 
paraphrasing Goldberg & Rabkin, 2003).  
When McKee searched YouTube and the NFSA catalog, not only did he try to 
find the moment, but also took note of what other materials related to the program were 
available, how easy it was to find the moments, and any mechanical issues that arose 
from searching for the moments. McKee found the NFSA’s collection to be stronger in 
older shows and current affairs programs, while YouTube is stronger in newer shows and 
“human interest” materials (births, marriages, and deaths), as well as lightweight genres 
like game shows and lifestyle programs.  
McKee’s findings are similar to Rosenzweig’s (2006) conclusions about 
Wikipedia because like Wikipedia, YouTube’s content aligned with popular history. 
McKee found YouTube has more ephemeral videos and videos with amusing details. He 
also noticed YouTube’s videos are usually described with a summary of the story content 
and uses nonexpert language, while the NFSA videos are described with more technical 
information that is helpful to researchers.  
A weakness to McKee’s study is he does not clearly state his methodology. His 
methodology is described as taking notes on his observations from using the websites. It 
appears he does not have a systematic way of searching for the moments and a criterion 
for judging the accessioning and cataloging practices. He seldom describes the keywords 
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he used to find the moments and how many attempts he went through to find them. 
Additionally, by searching for clips of popular memories, his study inadvertently gives 
YouTube an advantage over the traditional archive because popular history is 
remembered as fragments, or clips, of the larger moments. Despite these weaknesses, 
McKee finds characteristics between YouTube and the NFSA that can serve as points of 
comparison between video-sharing websites and traditional archives.  
The Internet Archive 
 Another moving image website with collections curated by the general public is 
the Internet Archive. A nonprofit organization founded in 1996, the Internet Archive 
offers free and unlimited access to its collections (Edwards, 2004; Internet Archive, 
2014). The site was initially developed to archive websites, but has since grown to 
include video, digitized text, software, and more. In 2014, the site began to emphasize 
television materials by archiving news reports and political advertisements. As of 
October 2014, the Internet Archive receives between two to three million visits per day, 
and has nearly 1.8 million videos (Streitfeld, 2014). 
The Internet Archive collects video content donated by institutions like 
universities and traditional archives, as well as anyone can register on the site and post 
videos. The site’s film and television collections cover a wide-variety of genres including 
commercials, news reports, and cartoons. It also has episodes from famous scripted 
drama and comedy series, such as The Andy Griffith Show, The Honeymooners, You Bet 
Your Life, The Beulah Show, and Gilligan’s Island. When a user uploads a video to the 
site, he/she has the ability to write the page’s title and URL, the video’s description and 
tags, date, and more—similar features to the ones YouTube provides its users. The 
Internet Archive’s users are self-monitoring, especially when it comes to copyright 
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enforcement. In one instance, when one user posted episodes from the television show 
Heroes, another user went to the site’s public forum and asked the video’s poster to 
remove the videos (FGlenF, 2012). While the Internet Archive does not have the same 
popularity as YouTube, it is another type of video-sharing website that contains materials 
from television shows, but the users monitor each other to ensure content is legally 
posted. 
 
With only a few articles written from 2006 to 2011 that compare moving image 
collections in traditional archives to video-sharing websites whose collections are created 
by the general public, there is a gap in the literature that systematically and empirically 
compares the curatorial practices of accessioning and cataloging between traditional U.S. 
archives and these websites. To address this, the researcher compared the 
comprehensiveness of the Library of Congress Online Catalog, YouTube, and the 
Internet Archive, in terms of their coverage over time and of different genres. She also 
compared the level and type of descriptions founds in these collections, and how these 
collections align with the characteristics of professional history and popular history. 
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Methodology
Research Methods 
A methodological framework was developed to systematically and objectively 
compare the television collections in the Library of Congress Online Catalog, YouTube, 
and the Internet Archive. This paper used content analysis with a coding framework 
based on McKee’s (2011) article and a pilot study conducted for this paper.  
Content analysis uses a coding framework to compare, analyze, and classify the 
content of a large body of materials. The coding framework provides a systematic and 
objective means to categorize the information in the sample, which can help the 
researcher see patterns like the inclusion and exclusion of data (Hansen et al. 1998, p. 
91). Content analysis is the best method for this study because the research questions 
require comparing the collections and descriptions, and this information is located on 
each websites’ (1) search results’ lists that are generated from entering keywords into a 
search textbox, and (2) video entry’s web page. The collection, catalog, and results from 
a search make up the content of the three websites that will be studied. Content analysis 
and the coding framework will allow for comparing and sorting television episodes’ 
descriptions and the types of entries found.   
Sampling 
 
Since past research noticed traditional archives tend to focus on professional 
history and the democratic archives contain more popular materials, it was important to 
  16 
have a sample that included television shows that were both well-known by Americans 
and are historically important. To develop a sample that represents both types of 
programs, the sample was based on which television shows university students are 
required to watch for television history and culture courses. A Google search for syllabi 
from classes that teach television history and culture returned numerous results, but only 
seven syllabi included lists of television series students were required to view. While the 
syllabi search results were slightly biased as search-engine optimization can skew which 
websites appear at the top of the list, using Google to find syllabi was the best method as 
there is no single repository or method for searching syllabi across universities. The 
seven syllabi come from courses taught between 2007 and 2014. Each syllabus comes 
from a different U.S. university. Three syllabi are 100-level or undergraduate-level 
courses, two syllabi are 400-level courses, and two syllabi are 500-level or graduate-level 
courses.  
After collecting the syllabi, the researcher listed each television series the classes 
were required to view. Only programs that aired on television were included in the 
sample, thus, films about television and programs that never aired were discarded. In 
total, 153 different shows were represented across the syllabi, with 56 series represented 
in more than one syllabus. The population included series that began airing between 1946 
and 2013, and come from seven different genres.  
To obtain the sample, stratified sampling was used to ensure the sample included 
shows from a variety of genres. As seen in Table 1, the sample included 24 series, 
enough to represent the various genres and decades seen in the population. As this study 
required searching for a particular episode, a series’ episode was selected by using the 
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specific episode mentioned in 
a syllabus. If no episode was 
listed, an episode was 
randomly chosen. If the syllabi 
specified more than one 
episode per series, an episode 
from the syllabi was chosen at 
random. The final sample 
included one episode from 24 
different series that 
broadcasted in every decade 
beginning in the 1950s to the 
2010s. Appendix A contains a 
list of the sample. 
Coding Framework 
 With no previously 
developed criterion that 
compares the collection and 
descriptions of television materials in video-sharing websites and online catalogs, a 
coding framework was developed based on the comparisons McKee (2011) made 
between the Australian National Film and Sound Archive and YouTube. The researcher 
listed the 15 different comparisons he made in his study and developed codes that would 
allow for collecting data on each topic. For example, McKee found the NFSA favors 
complete episodes of programs while YouTube has more clips of episodes. The code for 
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this comparison is, “Are any of the relevant entries the full episode or contain a clip from 
the episode?” A pilot study tested the coding framework, and after revisions, the total 
number of codes was 10. The codes assessed if the episode was found, what types of 
entries appeared when searching for the episode, which of these results are related or 
irrelevant to the episode, if any of the entries have broken links, if the full episode is 
available, what metadata was used to describe the episode’s entry, and more. Appendix B 
contains the codebook.  
 A weakness of this study is that it does not imitate how people search websites. 
Searching these sites is a dynamic process where the user can try different combinations 
of keywords until he/she comes across the right entry. This study reduced the searching 
process to specific keywords, as described in the next section. However, in order to 
compare websites orderly and impartially, a system for searching the sites had to be in 
place. In this case, the preset list of keywords offered a consistent way to compare the 
websites.  
Data Collection Methods 
This study was carried out by searching for specific keywords on each website to 
find the episodes. Each episode was searched with the series name and episode name, 
information that is easy for the average Internet user to find but is also relevant to 
historians and the television industry. In some genres like variety/talk show and current 
affairs, the series may not have an episode title, and this part was skipped as needed. 
Using the same keywords across the websites created consistency in comparing the types 
of results generated from searching the websites. 
The keywords were used to generate the search results lists in the Library of 
Congress Online Catalog, YouTube, and the Internet Archive in attempt to find the 
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episode. Only the top 20 results on each website were studied. The ordering of the results 
was determined by the default view on each site. Additionally, the internet browsers that 
do not save cookies and browsing activity were used, and browser history was 
occasionally deleted to ensure the older searches did not influence the search results. 
After generating the search results list, the entry that best fit the episode was selected and 
data continued to be collected on the entry. The “best” entry was determined by the 
length of the video and how high the entry appeared on the search results list. Precedence 
was given to entries that were full-length instead of clips of the episode, and entries that 
appeared high on the search results list. 
The archives and catalogs were searched in the following ways: 
Library of Congress Online Catalog 
When searching the Library of Congress Online Catalog, the researcher used the 
“Advanced Search” option and preselected “Film or Video” as the type of material 
because she was specifically looking for moving images. The keywords were placed into 
the first search box, and the researcher searched “all of these” words with the “Keyword 
Anywhere GKEY” option selected, as this was the default setting. The search was 
performed and the data was collected on the search results page. If the episode was one of 
the entries in the results list, then data was collected on that entry. 
YouTube  
 YouTube was searched by placing the keywords in the search box, and then the 
search results page was analyzed. If one of the entries on the results page was the 
episode, the researcher viewed the episode’s entry and continued to gather data.  
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The Internet Archive 
When searching the Internet Archive, the keywords were placed in the main 
search box with the “video” media type selected to ensure the search only returned 
videos. After the search was executed, data was collected on the search results list. If one 
of the entries on the results page was the episode, the entry’s web page was also 
analyzed.  
Analysis 
After all the data was collected, the researcher input the data into an Excel 
spreadsheet to make it easier to sort the data and create pivot tables. The data was 
analyzed according to the coding framework in Appendix B. The data was sorted based 
on various categories and subcategories, such as genre and the air date (Berg, n.d., p. 
253–5). As there were many genres, some genres were further grouped together by 
combining the “lightweight” genres; these include children’s programs, variety/talk 
shows, and reality. The researcher focused the analysis on the same relationships and 
variables McKee (2011) and Rosenzweig (2006) studied when they compared traditional 
archives to democratic digital archives.  
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Findings 
 The data was collected from October 8, 2014 to October 17, 2014. Of the 24 
series analyzed across three different websites, all series had a video or catalog entry that 
was related to the episode in some form; for instance, the entry was the sample episode, 
was from the same series, or featured the same director or actor who were also in the 
sample episode. Although this definition of relatedness is broad, it distinguishes entries 
that are extremely different from the episodes being searched; for example it 
differentiated Bonanza clips from Donkey Kong video game clips. Additionally, the 
broad definition takes into account how popular history tends to include anecdotal and 
amusing details; one instance is when searching for Alec Baldwin’s appearance on The 
Daily Show, the viewer could also find his appearances on other talk shows.  
More specifically to the episodes being searched, only 20 series were found that 
had an entry that had content of the episode, such as the full-length episode or a clip of 
the episode. The four series in which some content of the episodes could not be found are 
American Idol, The Beulah Show, The Daily Show, and The Red Skelton Hour. The 
Beulah Show and The Red Skelton Hour are older series; the episodes in the sample were 
broadcast in the 1950s. On the other hand, American Idol and The Daily Show’s episodes 
aired in the 2000s. A possible reason as to why these episodes were not found are both 
episodes seemed to be neither distinct nor important to the overall series, making it 
difficult to find the exact episode. For example, American Idol’s episode was a later 
  22 
episode in season three, but not the season finale that many people might remember, and 
The Daily Show’s episode featured actor Alec Baldwin who has been a guest on the show 
numerous times. Another possible reason is copyright might be policed more carefully 
for these newer, popular shows.  
When using the keywords to search for the series’ episodes, YouTube had more 
entries with content related to the sample episodes and clips of the actual episodes than 
the other websites. As seen in Table 2, in YouTube, 23 series had at least one entry 
related to the episode, and 17 series had at least one entry of the episode itself.  The show 
that could not be found was Quantum Leap; however, this show was found in the Library 
of Congress. In the Library of Congress Online Catalog, the researcher found 11 series 
that had entries related to the episodes and 10 entries of some content from the episodes. 
Although overall YouTube contained more sample episodes, the Library of Congress had 
three series with at least one entry of the actual episode that YouTube did not have. The 
series the Library of Congress had that YouTube did not are Anatomy of a Homicide: Life 
on the Street, Gilligan’s Island, and Quantum Leap.  
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With the Internet Archive, the researcher found only The Honeymooners had 
entries related to the episodes, but no entries of the specific episodes were found. The 
sample episodes from Philco-Goodyear Television Playhouse and The Honeymooners in 
the Internet Archive were seen using alternative keywords, but since this study was based 
on using specific keywords to systematically compare websites, these episodes were 
excluded from the study.  
Accessibility of Genres  
As seen in Table 3, all seven genres were found across the three websites. 
YouTube had at least one episode in the sample from each genre category, including 
seven out of the nine comedy series, five out of the six drama series, and one series each 
in the children, current affairs/documentary, movie/miniseries, reality, and variety/talk 
show genres. The comedies not found in YouTube were The Beulah Show and Gilligan’s 
Island, and the drama that could not be found was Quantum Leap.  
Additionally, lightweight genres like reality, children’s, and variety/talk show 
were found in YouTube. Full-length episodes as well as clips of the episodes were seen 
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for All-American Muslim, a reality show about Muslims in the United States, and 
PeeWee’s Playhouse, a children’s show, but no entries were returned in the Library of 
Congress or the Internet Archive. Entries related to The Oprah Winfrey Show, a popular 
daytime talk show whose sample episode was a 2006 episode of performer Janet Jackson, 
could be found on YouTube, including clips of Jackson’s other appearances on the show. 
However, a search with the same words could not bring any results in the Library of 
Congress. Furthermore, a search with the same keywords in the Internet Archive 
retrieved a video of an amateur Michael Jackson impersonator, which was tagged with 
words like “Oprah” and “Janet,” but the video did not feature these people.  
The Library of Congress only had programs in the comedy, current 
affairs/documentary, and drama genres. It had six out of the nine comedy series, three out 
of the six drama series, and one out of the two current affairs/documentary series. While 
famous series like The Honeymooners, Gilligan’s Island, Friends, and The Sopranos are 
in the Library of Congress, other well-known series like Father Knows Best and Bonanza 
could not be found. One documentary was also located: Anatomy of a Homicide: Life on 
the Street, a public television program that chronicles how one episode of the show 
Homicide: Life on the Street was made. 
While the Internet Archive did not have any entries of the sample episodes, one 
entry related to The Honeymooners, which is a comedy series, was found.   
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Accessibility of Older vs. Newer Programs  
At least one episode from each decade between the 1950s to the 2010s was found 
across the three websites (see Table 4). In YouTube, when looking at the full-length 
episodes or clips of episodes in the sample, at least one episode from each decade was 
discovered. Of the six episodes that aired in the 1950s, YouTube had clips or full-length 
episodes of four series: Father Knows Best, The Honeymooners, Walt Disney’s 
Wonderful World of Color, and Philco-Goodyear Television Playhouse. The 
Honeymooners was the only series from the 1950s in the Library of Congress Catalog. 
An entry related to The Honeymooners was also found in the Internet Archive, but the 
website did not have any content from any of the sample episodes.  
Of the four episodes in the sample that aired from the 1960s to the 1980s, three of 
these episodes could be found on YouTube as clips or full-length episodes. In the Library 
of Congress, one of these series was found. From the 1990s to the 2010s, YouTube had 
10 out of the 14 episodes, while the Library of Congress had eight episodes.  
  26 
Episodes’ Descriptions 
 The descriptions of the episodes that were selected to represent the series included 
a variety of information, such as an episode’s title and series title, airdate, season and 
episode number, summary of the episode or series, physical size and format, video poster 
or cataloger’s personal comments about the show, and more. Table 5 summarizes the 
types of descriptions that are frequently used to describe the entries in the three websites. 
Although the Internet Archive did not retrieve an entry with content from the sample 
episode, the entry of a clip related to the series was used to fill in this information. 
Appendix C contains examples of how the descriptions’ appearance.  
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Only one type of description—the series name and episode title—was frequently 
seen in both the Library of Congress and YouTube. One difference in the descriptions is 
in YouTube, 10 episodes were described with a summary of the series and/or episode, 
while in the Library of Congress, only Anatomy of Homicide: Life on the Street and The 
Honeymooners had summaries of the series.  
In YouTube, some of the episodes were also described with factoids about the 
series, such as in Bonanza’s entry where the user who posted the video provided 
information on the series’ sponsor and how the show’s ratings increased after it moved to 
a new time slot. Facts were also seen in the Library of Congress, but in a different 
manner: the entries for Gilligan’s Island, The Honeymooners, and Anatomy of a 
Homicide: Life on the Street listed the actors, creators, and/or production staff involved in 
the series. 
Detailed, technical information like the episode number and airdate was also seen 
YouTube and the Library of Congress’ entries’ descriptions. YouTube had 10 episodes 
described with the episode’s season and episode number, while this information could not 
be found in the Library of Congress’ entries. The Library of Congress had eight series 
described with the year the episode aired, while three episodes in YouTube had this 
information. 
 Two of YouTube’s entries had personal commentary by the video’s poster on the 
episode or series (excluding the comments sections where any user can leave a 
comment). For example, the descriptions for the Father Knows Best episode segments 
state that the excerpts in the video were selected to demonstrate how the show’s character 
defied gender stereotypes. A second instance is the description for The Honeymooners 
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which included a quote from the show followed by, “lmao,” an acronym for “laughing 
my ass off.”   
Furthermore, the Library of Congress included the episodes’ copyright 
information and physical descriptions for each episode, but in YouTube, the copyright 
information was rarely mentioned while the physical descriptions were not mentioned. 
  29 
Discussion 
The data collected from the study showed a range of genres and decades of 
television programming can be found across the Library of Congress Online Catalog and 
YouTube, while the Internet Archive retrieved few entries relevant to the episodes in the 
sample. Additionally, each websites used different types of descriptions to characterize 
the television shows, but these findings did not align with the characteristics of 
professional history and popular history that McKee (2011) and Rosenzweig (2006) 
detailed in their papers. 
Accessibility of Genres  
While all genres were found across the three websites, YouTube had episodes 
from all seven genres, and the Library of Congress Online Catalog had episodes from 
three genres: comedy, current affairs/documentary, and drama. Most of the comedy 
programs were found in YouTube except for the older series The Beulah Show, Gilligan’s 
Island, and The Red Skeleton Hour.  
When analyzing the genres available in the Library of Congress and YouTube, 
this study found similar results as McKee’s (2011) studies, with a few exceptions. Like 
McKee’s findings, this study also discovered YouTube had more content from the 
lightweight genres like reality, variety/game show/talk show, and children’s programs 
than the Library of Congress. However, this study found comedy series were seen about 
the same number of times in the Library of Congress as YouTube, while McKee found 
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comedies to be better represented in YouTube. Additionally, both the Library of 
Congress and YouTube had at least one out of two episodes from the documentary genre, 
while McKee saw current affairs programs more frequently in the traditional archive. 
However, these episodes—Walt Disney’s Wonderful World of Color and Anatomy of a 
Homicide: Life on the Street—are more “fluffy” and lightweight in comparison to the 
serious news programs McKee analyzed.  
Overall, YouTube, whose video collection is curated by millions of people, was 
more diverse because it provided access to episodes in all the genres, including the 
lightweight genres that were not found in the Library of Congress. YouTube also had a 
few more drama and comedy programs than the Library of Congress, but current affairs 
programming presented about equally in both websites. Although a full-length entry or 
clips of the sample episodes could not be found in the Internet Archive, an entry related 
to The Honeymooners was found, suggesting the comedy genre could be a popular genre 
in the Internet Archive if another episode or series was part of this study. 
Accessibility of Older vs. Newer Programs  
Across all the websites, full-length episodes and clips of episodes were found 
from every decade from the 1950s to 2010s. Given McKee and Rosenzweig’s findings 
that the traditional archive and professional history emphasize older information and 
materials, and websites with content created by the public contain more current 
information, it was surprising that YouTube had a larger amount of older series than the 
Library of Congress. The Library of Congress had two episodes from the 1950s and 
1960s, while YouTube had five episodes from the same decades. It was also unexpected 
that both websites had nearly the same number of the more recent series (the Library of 
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Congress had eight episodes that aired between the 1990s and 2010s, while YouTube had 
10), because the traditional archives have been characterized as not being as current as 
the websites that are curated by the public.  
It appeared all the decades were accessible in YouTube, including the older 
programs, while the Library of Congress had more series the aired from the 1990s to 
present day than series that aired from the 1950s to 1960s. Additionally, even though an 
entry related to The Honeymooners was discovered in the Internet Archive but an entry of 
the sample episode was not found, this is a small indicator that older series from the 
1950s are in the Internet Archive. These findings challenge previous research that found 
the older materials are featured in traditional archives while current materials are usually 
seen in the websites with content created by the users (McKee, 2011; Rosenzweig, 2006).  
Episodes’ Descriptions 
The only common descriptions used in both YouTube and the Library of 
Congress were the series’ name and the episode’s title, which makes sense given these 
descriptions were included in the search terms. One of the biggest differences is that 
YouTube had more entries with summaries than the Library of Congress. In YouTube, 10 
episodes were described with a summary of the series and/or episode, while in the 
Library of Congress, only Anatomy of Homicide: Life on the Street and The 
Honeymooners had summaries of the series because these episodes were part of a DVD 
collection and the summaries were describing the DVDs. Additionally, YouTube videos 
were described with more factoids and interesting details than the Library of Congress’ 
entries, such as YouTube’s Bonanza entry, which had information on the show’s sponsor 
and ratings. A few of YouTube’s entries also had personal commentary about the series 
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by the users who posted the videos. These descriptions in YouTube align with the type of 
information seen in popular history, consistent with McKee’s and Rosenzweig’s research. 
Studies (McKee, 2011; Rosenzweig, 2006) have found professional history tends 
to focus on information that is helpful to experts and researchers, and this information is 
usually found in traditional archives; however, the findings from this study disagrees that 
this information is only limited to the traditional archives. Information that could be 
helpful to researchers was frequently seen in the Library of Congress, which included the 
episodes’ copyright information, the physical dimensions the episode could be found on, 
date of broadcast, and the actors, creators, and/or production staff involved in the series.  
In YouTube, this information was seldom seen in the descriptions, except for three 
episodes whose descriptions included the airdate. Ten entries in YouTube did have the 
episodes’ season and episode number, which are descriptions not seen in the Library of 
Congress. While the Library of Congress included more information that could be helpful 
to researchers than YouTube, some of this information was found on YouTube, 
suggesting that video-sharing websites can include the types of information seen in 
professional history.  
Therefore, shows in the Library of Congress Online Catalog were frequently 
described along the lines of professional history by including information historians and 
researchers would be interested in. Occasionally, a summary of the series was also 
provided, which is the type of information seen with popular history. On the other hand, 
YouTube’s entries also included information that would be helpful to researchers, as well 
as descriptions that aligns with popular history, like summaries of the episodes and series, 
  33 
and the video’s poster’s personal commentary. It cannot be determined what types of 
descriptions are used for the Internet Archive because no entry was found. 
 
In summary, the study found that the television episodes in the sample can be 
accessed the most on YouTube, while some of the shows can be accessed in the Library 
of Congress Online Catalog. The Internet Archive seldom had the episodes in the sample. 
Many of the findings differ from previous studies that compared traditional archives to 
democratic ones because YouTube had some of the current affairs and drama programs, 
and the Library of Congress had comedies. YouTube also had more of the older 
programming than the Library of Congress, while the Library of Congress had more of 
the newer shows than older ones. Additionally, YouTube’s episodes’ descriptions 
included details researchers would be interested in, and the Library of Congress’ 
descriptions had a few episodes with information aligned with popular history. Thus, in 
comparison to other studies that compare traditional repositories to YouTube and 
Wikipedia, this study found YouTube had more characteristics of professional history, 
and the Library of Congress has more qualities of popular history than other studies have 
discovered. 
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Limitations 
Limitations to this study include it did not measure other important archival 
concepts: it did not analyze the picture and audio quality of video clips; it did not 
compare the content of the descriptions in great depth—it only focused on what was 
being described, not the vocabulary used to describe it; and the study did not take into 
consideration copyright concerns and the possibility that clips will be removed because of 
copyright laws. The reasons for not analyzing these concepts are the paper was focused 
on the appraisal and description practices of these archives, and there is not enough space 
to cover these topics thoroughly. 
In addition, by limiting the search for the episodes to specific keywords, the 
proposed methodology does not reflect the dynamic interaction a user has with a website. 
When searching for a video on YouTube or in a database, the user has the ability to revise 
keywords as many times as needed. However, the approach of having two sets of 
predetermined keywords was important because it allowed the study to be systematic for 
comparing the websites.  
This approach affected how episodes were found in the Internet Archive. The 
specific keywords were too specific for the Internet Archive. In separate searches, after 
the researcher modified the keywords to include fewer terms, the episodes for The 
Honeymooners and Philco-Goodyear Television Playhouse were found. Searching for 
“Honeymooners” instead of “Honeymooners TV or not TV” and “Philco Television 
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Playhouse Marty” instead of “Philco-Goodyear Television Playhouse Marty,” retrieved 
the episodes in the sample. In addition to these series, at least two other series in the 
sample are also in the Internet Archive: The Beulah Show, and Gilligan’s Island. 
However, it just so happened that the episodes in the sample were not available in the 
Internet Archive. 
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Conclusion 
Archivists control social memory by determining what records like television 
shows should be retained to represent a time and place. The appraisal process is a social 
construct where archivists rely on their own experiences and knowledge to appraise 
records, but when traditional archives such as the Library of Congress have an exclusive 
group of people determining the significance of records, not all social groups have the 
chance to say what materials should be preserved. Previous studies have determined that 
when the public or amateur archivists are given the opportunity to build collections in 
websites, the collections and descriptions side with popular history, while professional 
historians and archivists build collections and provide information that sides with 
professional history. Video-sharing websites like YouTube and the Internet Archive 
allow anyone with an Internet connection and online skills to curate their own television 
collections—although sometimes illegal ones. With different types of people building 
collections and providing information about television programs in the Library of 
Congress Online Catalog, YouTube, and the Internet Archive, this study attempted to 
understand the differences and similarities in the collections and descriptions across the 
websites. 
Overall, this study found YouTube had the most series in the sample, including 
older episodes from the 1950s and ‘60s, and one current affairs program, which are 
programs typically seen in traditional archives. YouTube also tended to describe entries 
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with information that aligns with popular history, but some entries included specific 
information like the episode number. On the other hand, the Library of Congress Online 
Catalog not only had series from the current affairs and drama genres, but it also had 
shows from the comedy genre, and series that aired from the 1990s to present day, which 
are materials usually associated with popular history. A few entries in the Library of 
Congress Catalog were also described with information that would be important to 
researchers and seen in professional history, like the episodes’ cast and crew, and 
copyright information, and the summary of the series. No full-length or clips of content 
from the sample episodes was found in the Internet Archive, although a video related to 
the 1940s-1950s comedy, The Honeymooners, was found. 
YouTube provided more full-length or clips of the episodes in the sample than the 
Library of Congress, and it contained content that is usually associated with traditional 
archives and professional history. These findings differ from those of McKee (2011) and 
Rosenzweig’s (2006) studies that compared YouTube and Wikipedia to traditional 
archives and resources, which raises the question of whether this study’s findings are 
exclusive to YouTube and the Internet Archive, or are other websites with content 
contributed by the public beginning to include characteristics of professional history? To 
answer this question, another study that uses a bigger sample size to compare these 
websites, or compares other websites and traditional repositories should be conducted. As 
YouTube and the Internet Archive reach millions of people, there is no doubt that they 
are here to stay, and need to be studied to further understand how online resources and 
traditional repositories can work together to accessibly provide the public with diverse 
and accurate records. 
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Notes 
1. However, copyright laws, YouTube’s partnerships with corporations, age 
limits, and so on keeps YouTube from being completely free and open (Gracy, 2007, p. 
194-5).
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Appendix 
Appendix A: Sample 
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Appendix B: Coding Framework 
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Appendix C: Examples of Descriptions 
 
Library of Congress Online Catalog 
 
Examples of where some descriptions are found in the Library of Congress Online 
Catalog 
 
 
1) Title 
2) “Main title” field 
3) “Description” field 
4) “Related names” field
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YouTube 
 
Examples of where some descriptions are found in YouTube 
 
 
 
1) Title 
2) Description text box 
3) “License” field 
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Internet Archive 
 
Examples of where some descriptions are found in the Internet Archive 
 
 
 
1) Title 
2) Play/Download options 
3) Creative Commons logo 
4) Description text box 
5) “Keywords” field 
6) “Creative Commons license” field 
